however, the microscopic photograph of one of the outpouchings showed the invaginated epithelium penetrating the muscularis propria, which cannot be referred to as UPD according to the study by Wasserman et al. [3, 6] . As Wasserman et al. reported that outpouchings of UPD were 4 mm or less in diameter, larger ureteral outpouchings may not be considered in UPD. It is preferable for UPD to be defined by small, multiple ureteral outpouchings 4 mm or less in diameter when UPD is clinically evaluated. In addition, as UPD can be detected by multidetector computed tomography [8] , it may be useful to confirm that outpouchings do not lead off from the ureteral wall on multidetector computed tomography in order to rule out the possibility of diverticulum as defined by Culp [2] .
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